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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address « 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after t he mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 12 June 2007 and 07 September 2007 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) |§3 Claim(s) 1-60 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 41-60 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [x] Claim(s) 1-40 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-40 have been examined. 



Election/Restrictions 



2. Applicant's election Species I (Claims 1-40), in the reply filed on 7 September 
2007 is acknowledged. However, because the Applicant did not distinctly and 
specifically point out the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election has 
been treated as an election without traverse (M.P.E.P. § 818.03(a)). 

Therefore, Species II (Claims 41-60) is hereby withdrawn from consideration. 



3. The Applicant's response, filed 12 June 2007, has been received, entered into 
the record, and respectfully and fully considered. 

4. Any objections or rejections not repeated below for record are withdrawn due to 
Applicant's election/withdrawn/explanation. 



Response to Amendment 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



5. 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor "subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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6. Claims 21-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

7. Claims 21-40 are directed to a network device for controlling a flow of data in a 
wireless network. However, on page 50, paragraph [0156] of the instant application's 
specification, the Applicant discloses "The present invention can be implemented 
totally... through software." Therefore, it appears that the network device would 
reasonably be interpreted by one of ordinary skill in the art as software, per se. There is 
no element positively recited as part of the network device. As such, it believed that the 
apparatus of claims 21-40 are reasonably interpreted as functional descriptive material, 
per se. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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1 0. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

11. Claims 1-3, 9, 16-18, 21-23, 29, 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ichikawa et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,307,837) and in view of 
WaveLink SNC24 Version 4 Copyright 1996-2000 (hereinafter WaveLink SNC 24) and 
WaveLink Mobile Manager Version 5.2 Users Guide Revised 6/18/2002 (hereinafter 
WaveLink Mobile Manager). 

As per claims 1 and 21, Ichikawa et al. discloses a process/network device of 
controlling a flow of data in a wireless network providing wireless access to the wireless 
network (Wireless packet backbone network 1-5 in fig. 1 or Wireless packet backbone 
network 7-5 in fig. 8) by wireless devices (Wireless packet terminal 1-7 in fig. 1 or 
Wireless packet terminal 7-7 in fig. 8) comprising: 

Receiving (col. 7, lines 49-51 ) data (a communication start up request signal 2-1 
in fig. 2 and col. 7, lines 48-49) from a wireless device (wireless packet terminal 1-7 in 
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fig. 1 or wireless packet terminal 7-7 in fig. 8 and "Further, wireless packet backbone 
network 7-5... has a plurality of relay nodes 7-9 for switching the packets..." - e.g. col. 
1 1 , lines 28-48. Please note wireless packet terminal 1-7, 7-7 correspond to Applicant's 
wireless device) by a network device (Relay node 7-9 in fig. 8. Please note Relay node 
7-9 corresponds to Applicant's network device), through one access point of a plurality 
of access points (wireless base station 1-6 in fig. 1, wireless base station 7-6 in fig. 8, 
col. 7, line 9 and col. 11, lines 17-18. Please note wireless base station 1-6, 7-6 
corresponds to Applicant's access point (s)) in communication with the network device 
(Relay Node 7-9 in fig. 8 corresponds to Applicant's network device), indicating a client 
identifier for the wireless device ("each user LAN has already been assigned with an 
identifier for identifying a user LAN" - e.g. col. 3, lines 55-57 and "a packet 
containing... and an attachment including the identifier of a user LAN..." - e.g. col. 3, 
line 65 - col. 4, line 3); 

forwarding the client identifier to an authentication server (col. 7, lines 51-53); 

mediating authentication of the wireless device with the authentication server 

(e.g. col. 7, line 45 - col. 8, line 18, col. 1 1 , lines 50-57 and fig. 8); 

evaluating data packets received from portions of the wireless network and from 
the plurality of access points (e.g. col. 4, lines 3-1 1 and col. 9, lines 7-17 and abstract); 
and 

passing the received data packets to portions of the wireless network and to the 
plurality of access points, based on the evaluation of the received data packets (col. 8, 
lines 62-65 and col. 9, lines 17-43, col. 13, line 24 - col. 14, line 15 and abstract); 
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Ichikawa et al. does not expressly disclose: 

wherein the network device periodically polls for a status of the wireless 
device from the access point and wherein the access points and the network 
device exchange information relating to configuration, status, and client session 
statuses of the access points through a messaging protocol. 



> WaveLink SNC 24 and WaveLink Mobile Manager discloses wherein the 
network device periodically polls for a status of the wireless device from 
the access point and wherein the access points and the network device 
exchange information relating to configuration, status, and client session 
statuses of the access points through a messaging protocol (WaveLink 
SNC 24, pages 1 4, 1 00, 1 1 5-1 1 7 and 1 1 9-1 21 and WaveLink Mobile 
Manager, pages 18-20, 55, 1 13-124 and please see below response to 
Argument item 18). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art 
to incorporate WaveLink SNC 24 and WaveLink Mobile Manager's the 
network device periodically polls for a status of the wireless device from 
the access point and access points and the network device exchange 
information relating to configuration, status, and client session statuses of 
the access points through a messaging protocol into Ichikawa et al.'s 
process/network device. 
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The motivation of doing so would have been "..automatically recognizes 
the presence of Access points on the network and a direct administrative 
interface to each individual Access Point", as taught by WaveLink SNC 24 (e.g. 
page 14) and allow an administrator to query Access Points, check the status of 
various associated Mobile Units and gather statistics about the wireless network 
for centralized management of wireless network infrastructure including access 
points (APs) and wireless switches to enhance the reliability and secure network. 

As per claims 2 and 22, Ichikawa et al.- WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile 
Manager disclose a process/network device as applied in claims 1 and 21 . Ichikawa et 
al. further discloses wherein said step of evaluating data packets comprises filtering of 
the received data packets, such that filtered data packets can be dropped to limit an 
effectiveness of a denial of service attack (col. 9, lines 17-20 and lines 26-29). 

As per claims 3 and 23, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile 
Manager disclose a process/network device as applied in claims 1 and 21 . Ichikawa et 
al. further discloses wherein said step of mediating authentication of the wireless device 
comprises restricting access to the wireless network by the wireless device based on a 
category of user determined from the client identifier (e.g. col. 10, lines 4-29). 

As per claims 9 and 29, WaveLink Mobile Manager further discloses wherein 
said step of passing the received data packets comprises forwarding updates to 
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software and configurations of the plurality of access points to the plurality of access 
points from a single site on the wireless network through a single update (e.g. pages 4- 
5) 

As per claims 16 and 36, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink 
Mobile Manager discloses a process/network device as applied in claims 1 and 21. 
WaveLink SNC 24 further discloses comprising: 

receiving a re-association request from a transferring wireless device through a 
new access point of the plurality of access points, where the transferring wireless device 
was previously associated with an old access point of the plurality of access points (e.g. 
pages 115-117); providing session information for the transferring wireless device to the 
new access point (e.g. pages 115-117); and updating a routing table with a routing 
location of the transferring wireless device (e.g. pages 115-117). 

As per claims 17 and 37, Ichikawa et al - WaveLink SNC 24 further discloses 
comprising encapsulating received data packets with Internet protocol information 
associated with the new access point and updating routing information in a local routing 
table. (Ichikawa et al. col. 2, lines 20-49, WaveLink SNC 24, pages 115-117) 

As per claims 18 and 38, WaveLink SNC 24 further discloses comprising: 
receiving a re-association request from a transferring wireless device through a new 
access point of the plurality of access points, where the transferring wireless device was 
previously associated with an alternate access point in communication with the wireless 
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network through an alternate network device; sending a request for configuration 
information for the transferring wireless device from the alternate network device; and 
forwarding access point configuration data, determined from the configuration 
information for the transferring wireless device received from the alternate network 
device, to the new access point (e.g. pages 115-117). 

11 Claims 10-12, 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager as applied to 
claims 1,2,3 and 21 , 22, 23 above, and further in view of Awater et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
7,173,918) 

As per claims 10 and 30, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink 
Mobile Manager do not expressly disclose wherein coverage areas for at least two of 
the plurality of access points overlap and the process further comprises: monitoring 
usage by wireless devices of the at least two of the plurality of access points; and 
prompting the at least two of the plurality of access points to change the usage by the 
wireless devices such that a load carried by the at least two of the plurality of access 
points is approximately balanced. 

Awater et al. discloses wherein coverage areas for at least two of the plurality of 
access points overlap and the process further comprises: monitoring usage by wireless 
devices of the at least two of the plurality of access points; and prompting the at least 
two of the plurality of access points to change the usage by the wireless devices such 
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that a load carried by the at least two of the plurality of access points is approximately 
balanced (e.g. fig. 1, abstract, col. 3, line 5 - col. 5, line 14). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Awater et al.'s coverage areas for at least two of the plurality of access points overlap 
and the process further comprises: monitoring usage by wireless devices of the at least 
two of the plurality of access points; and prompting the at least two of the plurality of 
access points to change the usage by the wireless devices such that a load carried by 
the at least two of the plurality of access points is approximately balanced into Ichikawa 
et al - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink. 

The motivation of doing so would have been "to balance the traffic load of a 
wireless LAN by redistributing load over the cells in the network... a better overall 
throughput behaviour for the wirless LAN will be provided", as taught by Awater et al. 
(coL 3, lines 10-14) 

As per claims 11 and 31, Awater et al. further discloses wherein load carried by 
the at least two of the plurality of access points is determined by at least one of a 
number of wireless devices using the at least two of the plurality of access points, a 
number of packets transmitted and received by the at least two of the plurality of access 
points and an average bandwidth carried by the at least two of the plurality of access 
points (e.g. col. 3, line 5 - col. 5, line 14). 

As per claims 12 and 32, Awater et al. further discloses wherein load carried by 
the at least two of the plurality of access points is determined by at least one of priorities 
of packets recently transmitted and received by the at least two of the plurality of access 
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points, a type of application running on the wireless devices and communicating with 
the at least two of the plurality of access points and a signal strength provided to the 
wireless devices provided by the at least two of the plurality of access points (col. 3, line 
5 -col. 5, line 14). 

12. Claims 13-14, 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager as applied to 
claims 1, 2, 3 and 21, 22, 23 above, and further in view of Fink et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,496,935). 

As per claims 13-14, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile 
Manager do not disclose wherein said step of passing the received data packets 
comprises maintaining a priority indicated by the data packets and tagging the data 
packets with a priority tag to be evaluated by the access points and wherein said step of 
passing the received data packets comprises establishing a prioritization policy based 
on filtering of the data packets and tagging the data packets with a priority tag to be 
evaluated by the access points based on the established prioritization policy. 

Fink et al. discloses passing the received data packets comprises maintaining a 
priority indicated by the data packets and tagging the data packets with a priority tag to 
be evaluated by the access points and wherein said step of passing the received data 
packets comprises establishing a prioritization policy based on filtering of the data 
packets and tagging the data packets with a priority tag to be evaluated by the access 
points based on the established prioritization policy (e.g. col. 6, line 65 - col. 7, line 16). 
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It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Fink et al.'s passing the received data packets comprises maintaining a priority 
indicated by the data packets and tagging the data packets with a priority tag to be 
evaluated by the access points and wherein said step of passing the received data 
packets comprises establishing a prioritization policy based on filtering of the data 
packets and tagging the data packets with a priority tag to be evaluated by the access 
points based on the established prioritization policy into Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 
24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager. 

The motivation of doing so would have been "the efficiency of packet filtration is 
increased" and "for rapid packet filtration", as disclosed by Fink et al. (e.g. col. 1, lines 
11-12 and col. 2, line 12) 

As per claims 33 and 34, they are rejected using the same rationale of rejecting 
claims 13 and 14 above. 

13. Claims 4, 8, 15, 24, 28, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager as 
applied to claims 1 , 2, 3 and 21, 22, 23 above, and further in view of Engler et al. (U.S. 
Pub. No. 2005/0254652) 

As per claims 4 and 24, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile 
Manager disclose a process/network device as applied in claims 3 and 23. 
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Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager does not 
expressly disclose wherein restricting access to the wireless network is based on a type 
of device to which the wireless device belongs. 

Engler et al. discloses wherein restricting access to the wireless network is based 
on a type of device to which the wireless device belongs (e.g. paragraphs [0028]- 
[0031]). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Engler et al.'s restricting access to the wireless network is based on a type of device to 
which the wireless device belongs. 

The motivation of doing so would have been "improved method for automatically 
providing secure communications between devices over a wireless network", as taught 
by Engler et al. (e.g. paragraph [0005]) 

As per claims 8 and 28, Engler et al. further discloses wherein said step of 
mediating authentication of the wireless device comprises restricting access to the 
wireless network by the wireless device based on a type of an application, running on 
the wireless device, seeking network access for the wireless device (e.g. paragraph 
[0026]). 

As per claims 15 and 35, Engler et al. further discloses comprising establishing 
a bandwidth usage policy for the wireless devices and instructing the plurality of access 
points to follow the established bandwidth usage policy (e.g. paragraph [0033]). 
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14. Claims 5, 7, 19, 20 and 25, 27, 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager as 
applied to claims 1, 2, 3 and 21, 22, 23 above, and further in view of Numminen et al. 
(EP 1073294 provided by the Applicant) 

As per claims 5 and 25, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile 
Manager disclose a process/network device as applied in claims 1 and 21. Ichikawa et 
al. discloses mediating authentication of the wireless device. But Ichikawa et al. - 
WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager do not disclose the claimed feature of 
restricting access to the wireless network by the wireless device based on an hour and 
a day of the week. However, such missing feature in the above combined references is 
clearly taught in col. 8, lines 14-18 aforementioned Numminent et al. reference, the 
same field endeavor of wireless network communication. It would have been obvious 
for a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate 
such well known feature as taught in the Numminent et al. reference into the I chikawa - 
WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager's process/network device motivated by 
"... .a high service quality can be maintained at all times for company members", as 
taught by col. 8, lines 19-22 of Numminent et al. 

As per claims 7 and 27, Numminen et al. further discloses wherein said step of 
mediating authentication of the wireless device comprises restricting access to the 
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wireless network by the wireless device based on a physical location of the one access 
point of a plurality of access points (paragraph [0045]). 

As per claims 19 and 39, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink 
disclose a process/network device as applied in claims 1 and 21. Numminen et al. 
further discloses wherein the wireless device is a wireless internet protocol phone 
(paragraph [0019] and [0023]) the client identifier is call setup data (col. 7, lines 46-52) 
and said step of passing the received data packets comprises passing voice over 
internet protocol data packets to portions of the wireless network and to the plurality of 
access points, based on the evaluation of the received voice over internet protocol data 
packets (paragraph [0019]-[0021] and paragraph [0030]-[0031]). 

As per claims 20 and 40, Numminen et al. further discloses wherein said step of 
mediating authentication of the wireless device with the authentication server 
comprises: sending a call connected signal received from an Internet protocol phone 
gateway to the one access point (col. 7, lines 43-46); and mediating a negotiation of 
network resources between the Internet protocol phone gateway and the wireless 
Internet protocol phone (col. 7, line 44 - col. 8, line 9). 

15. Claims 6, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager - Numminen et al. as 
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applied to claims 5 and 25 above, and further in view of Engler et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2005/0254652). 

As per claims 6 and 26, Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile 
Manager - Numminen et al. do not expressly disclose wherein restricting access to the 
wireless network is based on at least one of a type of device to which the wireless 
device belongs and on a category of user determined from the client identifier 

Engler et al. discloses wherein restricting access to the wireless network is based 
on at least one of a type of device to which the wireless device belongs and on a 
category of user determined from the client identifier (e.g. paragraphs [0028]-[0031 ]). 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Engler et al.'s restricting access to the wireless network is based on at least one of a 
type of device to which the wireless device belongs and on a category of user 
determined from the client identifier 

into Ichikawa et al. - WaveLink SNC 24 - WaveLink Mobile Manager - Numminen et al. 

The motivation of doing so would have been "improved method for automatically 
providing secure communications between devices over a wireless network", as taught 
by Engler et al. (e.g. paragraph [0005]) 

Response to Arguments 

16. Applicant's arguments filed 12 June 2007 have been respectfully and fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

17. The Applicant argues on pages 22-23 that "...Applicant respectfully request that 
the rejection of claims 21-40... under 35 U.S.C 101 be withdrawn and submit that claims 
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21-40 are now in condition for allowance", the examiner respectfully disagree and 
maintained the rejection. 

First, the examiner's position that in the original disclosure, it discloses "The 
present invention can be implemented totally... through software." Therefore, it 
appears that the network device would reasonably be interpreted by one of ordinary skill 
in the art as software, per se. There is no element positively recited as part of the 
network device. 

Second, the Applicant argues that the examiner must give claims their broadest 
reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting disclosure. During the examiner's 
examination to claims 21-40, the examiner indeed gave claims 21-40 their broadest 
reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting disclosure on page 50, paragraph 
[01 56] of the instant application's specification, the Applicant discloses "The present 
invention can be implemented totally... through software." 

Third, the Applicant did not provide explicit definitions of the elements recited in 
claims 21-40 in the original disclosure. Therefore, the original disclosure does not 
contain any statement instructing one to interpret these elements are always referring 
to hardware, or a combination of hardware and software rather than totally... through 
software (software per se). Any special meaning assigned to a term "must be 
sufficiently clear in the specification that any departure from common usage would be 
so understood by a person of experience in the field of the invention." Multiform 
Desiccants Inc. v. Medzam Ltd., 133F.3d 1473, 1477, 45 USPQ2d 1429, 1432 (Fed. 
Cir. 1998). See also MPEP §2111.01." 
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Therefore, according to the Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent 
Applications for Patent Subject Matter Eligibility ("Guidelines") and facts listed above, 
the examiner maintains the rejection. 

18. Although the Applicant's argument is lengthy, the Applicant repeatedly argues 
one essential argument is "the combination of Ichikawa, WaveLink SNC 24, and 
WaveLink Mobile Manager fail to disclose or suggest wherein the network device 
periodically polls for a status of the wireless device from the access point", the examiner 
respectfully disagree. 

The examiner respectfully respond WaveLink SNC 24 and WaveLink Mobile 
Manager discloses wherein the network device periodically polls for a status of the 
wireless device from the access point and wherein the access points and the network 
device exchange information relating to configuration, status, and client session 
statuses of the access points through a messaging protocol (e.g. WaveLink SNC 24, 
pages 14, "With the WaveLink SNC24 remote Spectrum24 administrations is achieved 
via server-based "Agent" software which actively monitors the local network segment 
for Access Point specific multi-casts. This provides both the WaveLink SNC24's unique 
AutoDiscovery technology that automatically recognizes the presence of Access Point. 
By default the Spectrum24 Agent will query the network at a frequency of two- 
minute intervals... , e.g. WaveLink SNC 24, page 100, e.g. WaveLink SNC 24, pages 
115-117 "Each Mobile Unit. ..The WaveLink SNC 24 will automatically detect and 
add any mobile units active on the network... . and e.g. WaveLink SNC 24, pages 
1 19-121 "... How often to query Access points: The amount of interval time (in 
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seconds) that the Spectrum24 Agent will automatically query Access Points" and e.g. 
WaveLink Mobile Manager, pages 18-20, 55, 113-124). 

19. Applicant's other arguments are claims 2-20 and 22-40 are depend from claims 
1 and 21, likewise they must be nonobvious, the examiner respectfully disagree. Since 
the arguments for the independent claims 1 and 21 are traversed, therefore, claims 2-20 
and 22-40 are also not allowable. 

Conclusion 

20. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to April Y. Shan whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1014. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 
p.m., EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Y. Vu can be reached on (571) 272-3859. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. , 
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